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can never tell whether a form has arisen from 'a
syntactic word-group ' or merely follows the analogy
of a form already existing : what need then to
assume that the ' syntactic word-group' ever existed,
that the termination was ever a separate word at all ?
Isolated instances in German, or in the outlying
members of the Aryan family, Irish and Sanskrit
(which from their position would be peculiarly ex-
posed to un-Aryan influences), prove nothing: new
words take the ending of some old word, but that
old word itself may well have been a unit. That our
ancestors ever ' talked in roots' is an idea inconsistent
with all we know of the actual history of the Aryan
languages. E. E. WHAKTON.
NEUE'S well-known Forjnenlehre der latein-
isctaen Sprache is being published in a third edition
by Dr. C. Wagener (Berlin, Calvary), in whose hands
the book is undergoing a thorough revision, including
a fresh verification of the greater part of the references.
Dr. Wagener begins with the second volume (includ-
ing the adjectives and verbs) and has completed pp.
1-63.
A work of similar scope is the Lexicon of Latin
Word-Forms by DE. K. E. GEORGES, in which,
however, the words are arranged not in grammatical
but in alphabetical order. It is being published by
Hahn of Leipzig in fasciculi, and is now nearly com-
plete from A to H. Both books will probably be
found indispensable as works of reference.
Qnaestiones Ammianeae Criticae. Scripsit OTTO
GUNTHER, P H . D . Gbttingen: Vandenhoeck and
Euprecht, 1888. Mk. 1.60.
THIS pamphlet, the work of a man of sense and learn-
ing, will be found useful to students of Ammianus.
H . N .
Cram's Universal Atlas, geographical, astro-
nomical, historical. "With statistics, diagrams,
and a complete gazetteer of the United States.
New York : George F. Cram, 1888.
THIS ambitious work claims attention here only
because of the thirty-eight historical maps of the
ancient world, on pages 202-222. These maps, the
execution of which is exceedingly careless, are in the
main copies of inferior originals from various
collections. Thev are of little value to the classical
scholar, and at many points will mislead the general
reader. Such things as Oystus (Dystus), Gleusis
(Eleusis), Anschesinus, Pholecanro, Appolonia,
Heracea, Lamsacus, etc., are more amusing than
edifying. On the map of 'Athens and its vicinity,'
due North of the acropolis there rises to an equal
height a huge hill, the westward outlook of which is
closed in by mount Lycabettus ! The modern maps
and the statistical letter-press of the atlas are
meritorious and useful ; it is unfortunate that the
maps of Greece and Eome should be made practically
worthless by gross blunders in proof-reading.
J. H. WEIGHT.
OLD LATIN PALIMPSEST OF THE ACTS AND APOCA-
LYPSE :—In the February number of the Classical
Review (p. 12) I wrote that the continuous text of the
Acts in the Paris palimpsest, as far as I knew, had not
yet appeared. I ought not to have forgotten that the
indefatigable M. Belsheim had included a somewhat
rough and hasty reproduction of it in his Appendix
epistolarum Paulinarwm ex codice Sangennwrunsi
Petropolitano (Christiania, 1887). Meanwhile a
thoroughly trustworthy edition of the fragments of
both Acts and Apocalypse has just been published in
pamphlet form under the title Le palimpseste de
Fleiiry by M. Samuel Berger, to whose kindness I owe
an early copy. F. J. A. HORT.
LATIN GREEK AND GRAECO-LATIN GLOSSARIES.
{C.R. No. 22, p. 129).— The glossdbolit lieiiuiuilhad
corrected avet, /3o<iAerai, Iirt8u/«T. Mr. David Cowan,
writing to me from Lincoln's Inn, suggests what I
have now no doubt is the true reading, adolet imOvpu!}.
H. NETTLESHIP.
ON THE REVIEW OF MR. ARCHER-HIND'S EDITION OF THE TIMAEUS.
I SHOULD certainly not have felt called
upon to notice a curious piece of eristic
signed ' J. Cook Wilson ' in the last number
of this Review, had the writer been content
with offering his own opinion, whatever it
were, of my work. But he has also freely
scattered accusations of dishonesty: and
since in civilised society such imputations
are not usually made with absolute reckless-
ness, it is possible that some readers, who
happen to be unacquainted both with my
book and with Mr. Wilson's controversial
method, may be led to misapply their indig-
nation. It may therefore be worth, while,
by exhibiting three or four typical specimens
of Mr. Wilson's style, to show what sort of
material his farrago libelli is composed of :
after which I have done with him.
With such portion of Mr. Wilson's remarks
as consists of idle invective and unsupported
assertion it is needless for me to deal—and
in so saying I have washed my hands of
much the greater part of his nine pages:
nor do I intend to enter into any controversy
with him—dfiw aficftur^ipruv /J,ev, epi£eiv Si firj.
Leaving then the a£ia or aira^la of my com-
mentary to the judgment of others, I shall
confine myself to the following illustrations
of our critic's manner, when he adventures
to be comparatively definite.
(1) Mr. Wilson (who seems exasperated
because I have used the original text, rather
than a Latin translation, of a passage in
Galen explanatory of 78 B. foil.) has these
observations : ' In one place, Plato's theory
of respiration, the editor gives the reader
the impression that he has done a piece of
original and meritorious research by using
the Greek of a commentary (Galen's) only
known in "a defective Latin translation"
when Martin wrote All that he
rightly gets out of it, and even the illustra-
N 2
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tive woodcut (a little altered),1 is already
given in the note and translation of the
edition used (Daremberg's), to which no
acknowledgment is made.'
Now my note runs thus : ' An important
light is thrown upon it by a fragment of
Galen's treatise on the Timaeus, which deals
with this passage. This fragment was found
by M. Daremberg in the Paris library and
published by him in 1848. On Galen's
commentary the ensuing explanation is
based.'
Thus, it seems, I claim originality by
avowing my interpretation to be derived
from a document which has been public
property for forty years ; while I endeavour
to conceal my obligation by naming the man
who brought that document to light.
(2) ' In the note on Mercury and Venus,'
says Mr. Wilson,' he maintains with a great
air of originality a view which Proclus men-
tions in more than one form in more than
one passage : one passage being his com-
mentary on this very place . . . . In a note
of Martin's, which he has evidently used,
special attention is drawn to this view as
one given in Proclus . . . . The bit of
modern astronomy (illustrated by a wood-
cut) which the editor quite needlessly adds,
illustrates once more the dangers of unfami-
liar ground.'
Hereupon it is only to be remarked, first
that it is this quite needless ' bit of modern
astronomy' which alone contains my view
of the passage ; secondly that this view is to
be found neither in Martin's note nor in that
of Proclus. Furthermore it might be in-
teresting to learn wherein consists an ' attack
upon Martin,' which our critic attributes to
me. I refer to Martin three times in this
connexion, and each time with approval.
(3) A perhaps yet more instructive ex-
ample of Mr. Wilson's style is this. ' Some-
times,' he says, ' he is betrayed by an
apparently unimportant remark. For in-
stance in the note on 70 C the editor tells
us &c. . . . The editor had probably read a
remark in a part of Littr6 which Martin
cites, that certain " Hippocratean " treatises,
including a fragment (not the whole) of the
De Oss. Nat. were later than Aristotle, and
thought it safe to speak of the authorship
and date of the " work " as he does. Now
the De Oss. Nat. cannot be said to have an
1
 My woodcut, as it happens, was Dot taken from
Daremberg : but there could hardly be much difference
between two diagrams illustrative of this passage.
Woodcuts, by the way, seem to have an'alarming effect
upon Mr. Wilson : he always charges, head down and
eyes shut, whenever he meets one.
author or a date. It is established that it
consists of five extracts from different books,
some at least by different authors, on the
subject of the veins (not the bones) collected
by some unknown hand. Two of them are
quoted by Aristotle himself, who gives their
authors.'
I am sorry to make so long a quotation,
but less would hardly serve. The passage I
have omitted from the above is simply the
citation from my note. In this the reader
will doubtless expect to find, first, that the
de ossium natura is assigned to some definite
author of a definite period subsequent to
Aristotle; secondly (thanks to the adroit
parenthetical innuendo) that it is said to be
concerned with the bones. What he actually
will find is this : ' I t [Plato's theory of fluid
passing through the lungs] is denied by the
writer of book IV. of the Hippokratean
treatise de morbis, vol. II. pp. 373, 374,
Kiihn: but affirmed by the author of de
ossium natura, a work of uncertain date,
vol. I. p. 515, Kiihn.' And this is all. Now,
assuming the correctness of all Mr. Wilson
says, are we expected, in a passing mention
of a treatise (or compilation) of the most
uncertain character, to interpolate an irrele-
vant disquisition upon its structure and
origin 1 And are we forbidden to describe
the Nicomachean Ethics, for example, as a
' work' ?
(4) Mr. Wilson discourses for three-fourths
of a column upon my ' unfairness' to Stall-
baum, in reference to the note on 66A; the
gist of his indictment being that Stallbaum
is accused by me of misunderstanding the
construction, whereas he takes it as I do;
and that I put forward as my own an alter-
ation (ixovrwv for c^oira) which is Stallbaum's.
Now this time one single grain of truth may
be sifted out of all this. Stallbaum's com-
ment upon oo-a depos is not very clear; and
I was mistaken, I now think, as to the
manner in which the words are intended to
be taken in the earlier part of his note. So,
had Mr. Wilson known how to let well
alone, he might have scored a point against
me, such as it is. But our critic, who in
some other respects does not resemble
Socrates, unfortunately does not enjoy a
Soufioviov (Trifielov to 'check him always, what-
ever he is doing.' For he goes on, ' it seems
incredible, but it is true, that the emendation
is Stallbaum's,' i.e. ixpvriav.
Now what are the facts 1 First it will be
seen by any one who reads Stallbaum's note
to the end that he sets aside the interpreta-
tion of ocra depos which I adopt, although I
was wrong in believing that he never saw
i
THE CLASSICAL REVIEW. 183
it. Secondly the emendation i^ivratv is even
less his than it is mine, though I am not
aware that he has been charged with piracy
for not disclaiming it. (I need hardly say
that I have made not the slightest claim
to the authorship of a correction so obvious
that it must have occurred to every one
who has tried to construe the sentence.)
Stallbaum says indeed ' legendum fortasse
videbitur i^ovraiv,' which, for Mr. Wilson's
benefit, I will translate : ' perhaps it will be
thought that i^ovrwv ought to be read.' But1
that Stallbaum does not think so is evident
from the whole tenor of his note, and from
the fact that in his final reconstruction of
the passage (to which the criticism in my
note refers) he retains c^oira. The emenda-
tion in fact is Stallbaum's neither by adop-
tion nor by origination, for it is quoted in
Bekker's note. So far then from iypvTiov
being ' a proposed alteration of Stallbaum's,'
it is a suggestion, apparently of Lindau's,
which Stallbaum mentions only to set aside.
If a correction for which Stallbaum is not
responsible and which he deliberately rejects
is Stallbaum's, then, I fear, all Mr. Wilson's
statements which I quote may, on the same
showing, be termed mine. 6Xk' ev
It were easy to go on almost ad libitwm
culling flowers from Mr. Wilson's XaptTotv
KS.TTOS, were it worth while. However, I will
point to only one more passage, which con-
tains so extraordinary a mare's nest that it
were almost a pity to leave it out.
In 22D I retain in my text the vulgate
Xvo/xevos, which in the note (following a sug-
gestion of Porphyry's quoted by Proclus) I
support, contending that although it cannot
bear the sense of 'delivering,' which is given
to it by some, it is admissible and appropriate
in the sense of ' being released.' And
having thus, in my judgment, sufficiently
defended the reading, I end with these
words : ' I hold it then undesirable to admit
pvopevos, which is the reading of some in-
ferior MSS.' There is not a word more.
Hereupon Mr. Wilson is inspired with the
following happy thought: ' In 22D the note
shows that pvo/A€vos ' delivering' is taken for
something like ' flowing ' or ' overflowing,'
a mistake evidently from the German trans-
lation used by the editor'!
I think I need hardly follow Mr. J. Cook
Wilson any further.
R. D. ARCHER-HIND.
A REPLY TO THE PRECEDING.
IT is not surprising that the editor whose
book I reviewed in the March number of the
Classical Review should have hardly thought
me worth notice. I t is a familiar common-
place with those who are in his position.
But if he should nevertheless notice me at
all, he might be expected, if he felt he had
any real case, not to omit nearly all the
main issues. As it is, even if he were in
the right instead of being, as I believe, in
the wrong in the issues he has chosen, it is
the points on which he offers no defence
that are significant. He has not traversed
the statement as to how he arrived at his
text and ajrparatus criticus: nor the main
criticism upon the scholarship expressed in
this Review; nor those upon his interpreta-
tion of the philosophy, in which he cannot
say that very definite arguments have not
been given him to attack ; nor what is said
of the value of his interpretation of other
subjects in the dialogue, or of his knowledge
of Aristotle and treatment of him. In a
word, all that concerns the scientific value
of the edition considered in itself, apart
from its dependence on other books, is prac-
tically neglected. And yet, supposing that
the criticisms here were right only in the
main, the book could hardly pass muster
from the scientific point of view. Pew are
likely to be misled by the editor's attempt
to divert attention from these matters. But
besides, though he has tried to defend him-
self from one charge of unfair attack on
Stallbaum, he has not traversed the state-
ments made as to his use of the notes of
Martin and Stallbaum. He attempts how-
ever in his remarks on the narrow topics he
has chosen to discredit my whole review.
It seems therefore best to publish a pamphlet,
which will give an opportunity for the defi-
niteness seemingly desired and not obtain-
able in a review. In this I will give full
consideration to every point on which the
editor is so confident; and I release him
from any obligation to keep his promise not to
answer me. Meanwhile I take this oppor-
tunity of deprecating the editor's attempt to
make a merely personal matter of what I con-
ceive a public duty. Though I reserve for the
